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ABSTRACT i . .
The Project RISEZ (Reading Individualized ip Special
Education) program undertaken by ‘the Austin (Texas) indépendent
Schcol District collected and analyzed data on the reading -
achievement ¢f junior high school gpeclial education gyudents. 2
random sample of 256 such students was given several measures of
reading achievement. Demographic information that wvas gathered for
- the students included data on sex, IQ, ethmicity, free lunch status,
"nature of handicap, and type ¢f teacher from when reading instructien
was received (regular or special education). The students were also
classified accerding to the instructional arrangemeRt as “resourcet
(those receiving at least one hour of special education instruction
rer day), "integratedv (those receiving more thaR three bours of such
instruction per day), ard "self-contaired" (those receiving full-day
special education service). The f£findings revealed ‘that (1) resource
students had bigher reading achievemeRt than integrated students, (2)
minority ‘students scored below Anglo students in reading achievement,
(3) students who were not eligible for free lunch scored higher and
wade bigger gains thanm did students who were eligible, and (4)
students who received reading instruction from special education
teachers were generally lcwer im ability than those taught by regular
teachers, but both groups made comparable gains. (FL) s '
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MAJOR FINDINGS

i

Rasource gtudents (i.a., ‘those who received st laast 1 hour
of Special Education imstruction per day) had higher reading .
achievemant levels than Intagrated students (i.e., those who
vecaived more than 3 hours of Special Education instruction
per day).

Although the pupils who raceived reading instruction from
Special Education teachers were genarally lower in ability
than those taught by regular reading teachers, both groups
made comparable gains during the vear.

Male students made bigger gains in reading achiaevament
during the year than did female students.

Minority students scored below Anglos at the beginning of
the yaar. By the end of the year this gad had widened.

&

Students who ware not eligible for free lunch scored higher
and made bigger gains than students who wara eligible for
free lunch. .

Students classified as mentally retarded had the lowest
reading achievement of any diagnostic category. Students
classified as 1:& ing disabled had the largest discrepancy
betwaen instructignal level and listening comprehension.

The Wide Range Achiavement Test (WRAT) is not a very
sensitive indicator of change in reading achievemant
for the students tested.



, , Project RISE (Reading Individualized in
What {4 Profect RISE? Special Education) is a Federally funded
; program with three major objectives:

¢ The first is to devalop and implement a
systematic program of individualized
diagnostic~prescriptive reading instruction
in seyeral Austimn junior highs.

¢ The second objectiva i3 to provide ingervice
tral ing designed to inprove the gkills of
junior high Special Education reading
instructors. ,

A

e The third objective 1s to collect and
analyze data on the reading achievement of
AISD junlor high Special Fducatiqn students.

. - .

The first two objectives will be treated in
some detail in an evaluation report which will
be available in July, 1980. This interim
report summarizes and interprets the reading
achievement data collected by project RISE
personnel during the 1978-79 school year.
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was colflected? { A random sample of 256 AISD junior high :
Special Education students was gelected in :
i October, 1978. In November, 1978, and again :
in April che following year, these stydencs
were given several measuras of reading , :
achiavement,

The tests administered were the word recog-
nition subtest of the Wide Range Achiavewment
Teat (WRAT), and the McCracken Standard

- Reading Inventory. The McCracken yields

. { two scores: an estimaté of listaning comp-

: rehension and an egtimate of instructional
raading level.

In addition, demographic data were collacted
from school records. This information includad
i 1Q, sex, ethnicity, free lunch status,

: handicapping condition, and type of taazher

: from whom reading instruction was received ool
i (i.e., regular or Special Education). 1In
addition, students were clagssified according
to instructional arrangement (i.a., Rasource= :
those receiving at leest 1 hour of Speaial
'Ed instruction per day; Integrated=those
. , : recelving more than 3 hours of Special Ed
instruction per day; Self-Contained=those
raceiving full-day servica). '
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What hinds of students The students t=sted may be desecribed
wene (ncluded in the in terms of the following demographic
sample? . characteristies: :

¢ The sample contained more males (n=186)
than femsles (n=70).

‘s Minority students (n=159) oufnumbexed
.- Anglo students (n=93).

®* The most frequently occurring diagnostic’
label was Learning Disabled (n=174),
followed by Minimal Brain Injury (n=28)%,
Mentally Retarded (n=23), Emotionally
Distuzoead (n=15), and Physically
Randicapped (n=15).

Tha number of student: receiving free
/ lunch (n=145) was almost equal to the
nunber not receiving. free lunch (n=109).

¢ The most common instructional arrangements -
were Resource (n=146) and Integrated (n=98).
Only 11 students were in self-contained
K clasgrooms (these students were not
: ’ . included in subsequent analyses).

¢ Half the students in the sample were
—recelving reading instruction from
regular classroom teachers; half from
Special Education teachers.

Since the sample was randomly selected
from the total population of AISD junier

- high Special Education students, it is
assumed that the above demographic char-
actoristics are representative-of the
total population.

*no longer used as a diagnostic category
Ry AISD.
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at was the reading listening ,
‘hievement of Resource 485.6 comprehension 3.514.3
tudents compared 2o _
-ntegrated students? | ‘ .
4.114.9 |instrucetonal | 2681 3.0
leval
s

" RESOURCE . + INTEGRATED

Figure 1: Mean grade equivalents for
- Resource and Integrated students.

Resource students scored significantly
higher then Integrated students on all

three measures.

However, although the Resource students
gained 8 months in instructional level
betwaen November and April, che Integrated
students only gained 4 monthe. Thus, the
gap between these two groups widened aa
the year proghessed.
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: » Resoyrce students had significantly
What can we say about :  higher IQ's than Integrated students.
othen characternistics : .
04§ Resounce students : R
comparned to Intégrated o Integreted clesses had a slightly

higher percentage of minority students
ents-recaiving free lunch than
.did Rascurce classes.
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¢ Rascurce students were more likely to
have LD labals; Integrated scudents
were more likealy to have MR or
physically handicapped labels.
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What was the neading ,
achievement of bmdgnté : 4 9 5 6 listening 3 6 4.5
rccedvding reading {nstrhuelion o * . comprehension . .

oopanes. 5 those smught b ' )
compared Lo 52 Laug ¥ .
Special Education teachens? 4,2 14,9 | iestruccional 2713834

level

4,614.8 WRAT 3.1 |

Regular Special Ed.

3.3

Figure 2: Mean grade equivalents for students

raceiving reading imstruction from
regular and Special Education teachers.

¢

The students taught by regular teachers
scorted significanctly higher on all three
measures (in both November and April) than
the 'students taught by Special Education
teachers.

However, the reading achievement (i.e.,
instructional level) scores of both groups
increased by equal ampounts over the course
of the year,

Note that in both figures 1 and 2, WRAT
scores show very littie change between
November and April in vomparisen to .
instructional level and listening compre-
hension scores.
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What can we say about
othen characteristics
0f thede Lwo groups?

e Those students receiving reading instruction
from regular teachars had significantly
higher 1Q's than those taught by Special
Education teachers.

o The Special-Education-taught students were
more likely to receive free lunch than
the regular-taught students.
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What was the reading achievement

og minondity studenis-compared
0. Anglo students? .. !

Nov. April Nov. April

3' 4‘6 co;;:‘:;::tzgon 5. 6 .0

3.2 3.7 | tnecmuctlonal J 42150

lavel
h3-5 3.7 WRAT 4.6|4.9 |
- ] _ﬁ
HMinowity - Anglo

Figure 3: Mean grade equivalents for minority
and Anglo students.

Inicial analyses revealed no significant
differences between the acores of Hispanic
and Black students. Therefore, these two
groups were combined to form the minoxicy
group. .

The Anglo studants scored significantly
highar than the minority students on all
three measures in both November and April.

In terms of instructional level, the Anglo
studants® mada significantl- »iggar gains .
(8 montha) than did the miiovity students
(5 months). Thus, the Anglo students'
scores were higher than the minority
students’ scores at the beginning of the
Year; they were aven furcther apart at the
end of the year.
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What uas the reading achievement 3.9 4.7 comprehension 4.8 5.6
0f siudents receivdng gree funch :
-(zﬁs., Low SES) cogzaned 2o 3.0(35] + tosal
students nol eligible fon . . nstructioza :
fnee Lunch? J . Tecel 4215.0
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Figure 4: M2an_grade aquivaleats for students
recelving free lunch -and those not
eligible for free lunch.

Those studants tot aligible for free lunch
scored significantly highar cthan students
receiving free luach on all three neasuras
in both November and April.

In addition, studsnts not receiving free
Iunch made bigger gains in instructional _
level. Thus, the gap between the instructional
level scores of these two student groups
widened as the year progressed. ’
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Figure 5: Mean grade equivalents for male
and female students,

There were no significant differences
batween ma)es and females on any measure
except listening comprehension in April.

‘ However, in comparison t0 the females,
the males made significantly larger gains

Q
ERIC . : : d\;r:'..ns theg..“. in instruccional level.
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Figure 6: Mean grade aquivalents for various
handicapping condicions.

What was ih& reading achievement - Because of the .grossly unequal sample
of dtudents with various sizes among the five handicapping conditions
diagnostic Labela? in the above figure, meaningful atatements

about statistically significant group
differences are difficult to make.
(MR=mentally retarded;

LD=learning disablead; : However, the above data suggest:
EDwmemotionally disturbed -
MBI=minimal brain injury*; ¢« The MR group had the lowest scores ©
PHYS=physically handicapped) on all three measures (this group
5 - . also had :he lowest IQ scores)
» - & The ED group appeared to make the
biggest gains in instructional level i
during che year. ' W

e The biggest gap between listening
comprehension and instructional level
scores occurred in the LD group,

& TFor all five groups, the WRAT did
not indicate as much change over
time aa the instructional level scores,

* no longer used as & diagnostic ca:eéory
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What are some cautions o : It isv jmporuant to temper ‘the intar-

remember in lnterpreting preteticn ¢f the data presanted in
these data? ' . * this reportv.with an awareness of- some
~ : imporeant limitacions inherent in
the data. \

' e 5pc.if) Edycation students present a
: uniqgue challunge to the investigator

secking to :7uess thelr zcademic skills
in 2 precise, reliamble manner. It is
impnrtant <o emember that the raliabilicy
and validity «f thesa reading tasts for ‘
this populiti;n~—and the skills of tha
iniividual te:it admindstrators——ere
asrentially unknown.

e The grade equivalents yielded by the
McCrackean Reading Inventory are not
grade aqiiivalents in the gense of being .
basaed on patiional norms. Thay arae darived
from "readability" indices which have been
ap;:lied 20 the passagas used in.the tast.
Simdlarly, although che WRAT grade aquiv-
alants are based on nationsl norms, the
applicability of these norms for a group

- . of Special Education students is ynclear.
- _; .

¢ The nature of the data discussed in this
' repuu s 1g guch that no statements about
‘ ) cau ality can be made. For example, it
» wordl te erronecus to infer that free
: luach status "causes" 2 student to hava
' d lower or higher reading achievement.

1
™ L

i ' = n .
. o Becduse the project collected no information
= , . oA teacher charactaristics, a'potentially

inportant set of variables which may be

nignificantdy related to reading ,
iehlievement has been necessarily ignored.

.y
@ 1

The abova.pdints are made in order to
hi.hlight the tentative nature of the
laformation presented in this report.
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Technical Notas
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= This raport conteins saveral referances to 'sigunificant”
N differences in reading achievement betwearn i1ations groups
of gtudents. Statements about significant diffurences are
based on analysea of covariance, using a computer program
dascribed by Borich et al. (1976).

This program examines the heterogeneity of group regrassions
involving a depandent variable {in chis cass, poat=-tast scoras

ot the various reading measurea) and e covariate (in this case,
pretest scoras on the game messures), If tha regression linas
are homogeneous, an analysis of covariance is calculated to

teast the main effect of groups (e.g., Resource va. Integrated). .
Alpha lavels wera set at tha .05 level.

\ .
In addition, savaral chi-square analyses wera performed to
detarnine whather certain damographic variables were statistically

’ related. Again, alpha levels were sat at the .05 lavel.
Differances in mean IQ's betwaen various groups of studeants ware
examifed via t-tests (alphn-.OS). . .

o
Copina of this interim report, along with copies of the computar
printouts used in the analyses, are available from the: 0ffice
of Research and Evaluation.
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